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By F. G.  H O F F M A N

The strategic environment today is
markedly different than the bipolar
context that shaped defense priorities
and organizations for decades. In con-

trast to a monolithic enemy, we confront myriad
threats arising from geopolitical change, an inter-
national economy, and the proliferation of tech-
nology. Moreover, despite hyped predictions
about a revolution in military affairs, the nature of

war has not and will not change though its char-
acter will undergo a major transformation. This
will be manifest in the forms of warfare, techno-
logical developments, and enemies who appear on
the battlefield of the future. Preparing for such di-
versity requires a capacity to adapt and innovate.

To stimulate such a capacity within a joint
warfighting framework, the Joint Chiefs of Staff is-
sued Joint Vision 2010: Preparing for the Future in July
1996. This article compares that vision with the pri-
mary operational concept of the Marine Corps, Op-
erational Maneuver from the Sea, and evaluates its
utility in the current strategic environment.

F.G. Hoffman is an analyst at the Marine Corps Combat Development
Command and author of Decisive Force: The New American Way of War.

Joint Vision 2010— 
A Marine
Perspective

AV–8B landing on
USS Peleliu during 
Kernel Blitz ’97.
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Marine securing beach
during Bright Star ’97.
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Those familiar with the business world rec-
ognize the use of a common vision to stretch the
imagination of a corporation, create new expecta-
tions, and cause a sense of urgency for proposed
change.1 The services routinely issue vision state-
ments or white papers (such as Force XXI by the
Army, Forward . . . From the Sea by the Navy, and
Global Presence by the Air Force) to convey
changes in direction and highlight the horizon of
future warfighting capabilities. The Commission
on Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces found
such visions helpful if somewhat self-serving and
recommended that they be “harmonized” by a
central vision to drive joint requirements.2

As a result of the commission’s report, JV
2010 was published to provide a “template” to
channel the collective efforts of the Armed Forces.
Its issuance was accompanied by controversy.
Early drafts were decidedly technical and didn’t
mention the requirement for high quality person-
nel supported by effective training and education.
They also conflicted with the way military doc-
trine looks at warfare—which is essentially Clause-
witzian. Critics of these early drafts emphasized
the enduring human dimension of war over the

transitory impact of
technology. The drafts
introduced new buzz-
words and ahistorical
assumptions on techni-
cal innovation in lieu
of time-tested concepts

about the inherent friction and ambiguity of war-
fare. One got the feeling that the term enemy did
not exist in the document’s lexicon. Basic concepts
like fog, friction, chance, and the independent
and adaptive will of an enemy were replaced by
an unrealized information dominance. Just as seri-
ous, these early drafts imposed a centralized style
of command and control (C2), enabled by infor-
mation technology, to achieve dominant levels of
situational awareness.

The direct involvement of the Joint Chiefs
was critical to rectifying the faults in the drafts.
Ultimately the need for quality people, real pres-
ence, and a range of capabilities across the entire
threat spectrum was included. The final version
was heralded as a new warfighting strategy.3

The Vision
The Marine Corps view of the future strate-

gic environment reveals danger and opportunity.
Danger—chaos in the littorals—is characterized
by myriad clashes of national aspirations, reli-
gious intolerance, and ethnic hatred. Opportu-
nity emanates from advances in information

management, battlefield mobility, and the lethal-
ity of conventional weaponry. Such changes in
the operational environment, representing both
new threats and enhanced capabilities, raise
many questions.

Specific answers to these questions are un-
known today. However, Marine preparation for
the future is captured best in the concept Opera-
tional Maneuver. Building on the foundation laid
by . . . From the Sea and Forward . . . From the Sea,
Operational Maneuver describes what naval forces
should be able to do in the near term. It will not
define every naval involvement in the next cen-
tury, but the skills, techniques, and capabilities
which it suggests will provide naval forces with a
solid basis for innovation. The heart of Opera-
tional Maneuver is “the maneuver of naval forces
at the operational level, a bold bid for victory
that aims at exploiting a significant enemy weak-
ness in order to deal a decisive blow.”4

What makes this concept differ from others
is the extensive use of the sea as an operating
base—simultaneously a major avenue for moving
forces and a barrier. Operational Maneuver uses sea-
based logistics, sea-based fire support, and the
ocean as a medium for tactical and operational
movement. In both of these cases the sea is an
operational advantage.5

JV 2010 and Operational Maneuver
There is no single answer to future chal-

lenges. Operational Maneuver is not the complete
solution, but it has applicability over a range of
requirements. A joint vision is needed to cover
the entire spectrum and provide focus to develop-
ing an array of capabilities. It must be tied to
both projected security needs and enduring goals
and interests. JV 2010 is intended to accomplish
this with “a common direction for our services in
developing their unique capabilities.” It defines
this direction through four generalized opera-
tional concepts that should be applicable across
the conflict spectrum. It stresses that each con-
cept is based on information superiority. Its ob-
ject is to create a military that is “persuasive in
peace, decisive in war, and preeminent in any
form of conflict.”

The best way to appreciate the relationship
between JV 2010 and operational capabilities
being sought by the Marine Corps is to compare
the operational concepts and end state of JV 2010
with key elements of Operational Maneuver. The
conceptual template in JV 2010 is grounded in
four concepts—dominant maneuver, precision en-
gagement, focused logistics, and full dimensional
protection, supported by information superior-
ity—to achieve full spectrum dominance. As we
will discover, each of these concepts can be com-
pared to and is supported by Operational Maneuver.

the Marine Corps view of 
the future strategic environment 
reveals chaos in the littorals
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Dominant Maneuver
JV 2010 defines dominant maneuver as “the

multidimensional application of information, en-
gagement, and mobility capabilities to position
and employ widely dispersed joint air, land, sea,
and space forces to accomplish the assigned oper-
ational tasks.” The aim of maneuver is to achieve
a decisive advantage by controlling the breadth,
depth, and height of the battlespace. The heart of
Operational Maneuver is the maneuver of naval
forces on the operational level for a decisive effect
from the sea. It strives for victory by exploiting a
significant enemy weakness in order to deal a
dominant or decisive blow. It is multidimensional
in its applying C2 and intelligence systems to dis-
cern enemy disposition and critical weaknesses
and in employing shipborne or aviation assets to
maneuver against or engage an enemy. It also re-
quires joint forces to attain battlespace superiority
over the littoral region.

Operational Maneuver is more than move-
ment of forces through the littoral region itself.
The movement of units through the battlespace

alone may be indecisive or even counterproduc-
tive. It does not qualify as operational maneuver,
which is an effort directed against a vulnerable
enemy capability—something basic to its ability
to effectively continue the struggle. In short, Op-
erational Maneuver is designed to accomplish ex-
actly what JV 2010 seeks, the application of “deci-
sive force to attack enemy centers of gravity at all
levels and compel an adversary to either react
from a position of disadvantage or quit.”

Precision Engagement
The joint framework in JV 2010 consists of “a

system of systems that enables our forces to locate
the objective or target, provide responsive C2, gen-
erate the desired effect, assess our level of success,
and retain the flexibility to reengage with preci-
sion when required.” It seeks to shape the battle-
space from extended ranges. Operational Maneuver,
on the other hand, seeks to employ highly respon-
sive fires from extended ranges or from ship-based
naval aviation assets. Aviation elements must be
prepared to operate ashore in an expeditionary
mode to ensure responsiveness to maneuvering
ground forces. The concept is also based on im-
proved mobility ashore and will take advantage of

Bjugn Cave, Norway.
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sea-based fires and shore-based fire support sys-
tems with improved tactical mobility. To support
rapidly maneuvering forces, Operational Maneuver
requires improved fire support coordination sys-
tems and procedures to increase responsiveness.
Forces afloat and ashore can thus deliver fires with
increased range and improved accuracy and
lethality—a central aim of precision engagement.

Finally, in Operational Maneuver the Marines
seek to employ supporting engagement fires to
exploit maneuver which capitalizes on and maxi-
mizes the effects of fires. This is predicated on ro-
bust C4ISR architecture that enhances situational
awareness as well as assured responsive fire sup-
port. JV 2010 supports a similarly robust network
that can enhance situational awareness. But Oper-
ational Maneuver provides for a wide array of en-
gagement options for joint force commanders in-
cluding nonlethal technology for use when less
than deadly force is desirable. This option offers a
unique capability to implement JV 2010 at the
lower end of the conflict spectrum.

Full Dimensional Protection
JV 2010 emphasizes controlling the battle-

space “to ensure our forces can maintain freedom
of action during deployment, maneuver, and en-
gagement while providing multi-layered defenses
for our forces and facilities at all levels.” Naval
forces executing Operational Maneuver can assist
commanders in meeting this concept. Once
again, what distinguishes this concept from all
other forms of operational maneuver is the exten-
sive use of the sea as a means of gaining and sus-
taining advantage. This is what preserves freedom
of action and, by layering air, surface, and subsur-

face defenses, what af-
fords “full dimensional”
defense. A sea-based pos-
ture, situated over the
horizon and supported
by C3I systems, organic
theater air defense, and

theater missile defense provided by the Navy, can
be extended over the maneuver forces as they
move towards assigned objectives.

This offers an advantage when an enemy has
the capability to employ weapons of mass de-
struction. A naval posture offers unique abilities
by matching demands for full dimensional pro-
tection with responsive maneuver and engage-
ment capabilities. This posture avoids the use of
fixed sites such as airfields, ports, and preposi-
tioned stocks (see photo on opposite page of
equipment stored in Norway), all of which may
have been precisely targeted by an enemy for
strikes early in an intervention.

Focused Logistics
Focused logistics is achieved by “the fusion

of information, logistics, and transportation tech-
nologies to provide rapid crisis response, track
and shift assets even while en route, and deliver
tailored logistics packages and sustainment di-
rectly at the strategic, operational, and tactical
level of operations” in JV 2010. Operational Ma-
neuver seeks the same level of fusion on all levels
of war. For most of the 20th century, the utility of
sea-based logistics was limited by the voracious
appetite of landing forces for fuel, large caliber
ammunition, and aviation ordnance. As a result,
the options available to such forces were reduced
by the need to establish, protect, and make use of
supply dumps. Opportunities for decisive action
were then lost as needed supplies accumulated on
shore. Operational Maneuver requires rapid move-
ment, not merely from ship to shore but from
ship to objectives distant from blue water. Speed
and mobility comparable to assault forces will be
necessary for logistics elements responding to the
demands of Operational Maneuver. Logistics flow
must be efficient, secure, and timely, with the op-
tion to remain sea-based or buildup support areas
ashore. While some operations may require the
establishment of bases ashore, the practice of sep-
arating ship-to-shore movement from the tactical
and operational maneuver of units ashore will be
replaced by maneuvers in which forces are
rapidly moved from ships at sea directly to as-
signed objectives hundreds of miles inland.

Operational Maneuver—like JV 2010—recog-
nizes that logistics support must be efficient, se-
cure, and timely. The Marine Corps is pursuing
various “precision logistics” projects through its
warfighting lab and CSS Enterprise, an initiative
of the combat service support (CSS) community.
The option to remain sea based or buildup sup-
port ashore gives JTF commanders means to en-
sure the efficiency, security, and timeliness of
CSS. Delivery and matériel handling means, sup-
ported by C2 systems able to communicate re-
quirements, provide the “right time, right place”
support set forth in the framework of JV 2010.

The combination of long-range weapons pre-
cision and greater reliance on sea-based fire sup-
port will greatly reduce the need for supply facili-
ties ashore in the near future. As a result, the
logistical tail of landing forces will be smaller,
ship-to-shore movement faster, and operations
ashore able to start without the traditional
“buildup phase.” The mobility of maneuver forces
and their reduced infrastructure ashore will facili-
tate rapid reembarkation and redeployment. This

a naval posture avoids fixed
sites that may have been 
precisely targeted by an enemy
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will enable landing forces to quickly deploy—fight
and then recock for other crises faster than before.
In sum, “focused logistics” can be met by tailored
logistics support in Operational Maneuver.

Information Superiority
Information superiority is defined in JV 2010

as “the capability to collect, process, and dissemi-
nate an uninterrupted flow of information while
exploiting or denying an adversary’s ability to do
the same.” This superiority underpins the opera-
tional concepts in JV 2010. While it properly re-
flects the relational and competitive nature of in-
formation in combat, this definition is narrowly
focused on technology and the movement of in-
formation rather than the idea of gaining knowl-
edge or the more basic concept of enabling com-
manders to apply professional judgment while
exercising command and control in combat.

The execution of Operational Maneuver is
built on a solid foundation of operational theory
and proven C2 techniques as issued in Marine
Corps Doctrinal Pub 6, Command and Control.6

This doctrine emphasizes the human dimension
of warfare to complement the scientific element
of communications technologies or intelligence
systems. By contrast, existing joint doctrine,
while acknowledging and citing some elements of

Marine doctrine, stresses technology and systems
over fundamental C2 doctrine. In fact the princi-
pal joint C2 volume, Joint Pub 6.0, Command,
Control, and Intelligence Systems Support to Joint Op-
erations, primarily considers technology and sys-
tems. Moving electrons or collecting vast
amounts of data is not the same as effective C2.
Marine Corps doctrine stresses effective leader-
ship, articulation of the commander’s intent to
guide subordinates, maximum initiative from
subordinates, and decisionmaking with less than
perfect information.

When combined with a robust C2 system
and effective training and education oriented on
rapid decisionmaking on all levels of command,
the added speed and flexibility generated trans-
lates into a high tempo of operations. With
greater tempo, vulnerabilities can be exploited be-
fore they are reduced, opportunities seized before
they vanish, and traps sprung before they are dis-
covered. In short, Marine forces seek to act
quickly so that an enemy cannot react effectively.
Operational Maneuver stresses the need to acquire,
maintain, and exploit information and deal with

LCAC entering 
well deck of 
USS Fort McHenry.
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uncertainty. The importance of advanced infor-
mation technologies is acknowledged by C3I ca-
pabilities desired for this concept, but the cogni-
tive and creative elements brought about by a
well trained leader also are stressed. Simply put,
information superiority serves as a key enabling
element in the C2 tenets of Operational Maneuver.7

This is a central difference between JV 2010
and Operational Maneuver. The operational envi-
ronment for the latter is characterized by a dy-
namic, fluid situation. In such a chaotic setting,
JTF elements require commanders and staffs who
can tolerate ambiguity and uncertainty and make
rapid decisions under stress. The Marines seek
similar leaders and develop them by improving
their capacity to identify patterns, seek and select

critical information, and make
quick decisions. This intuition-
based decisionmaking cycle will
be enhanced by extensive in-
vestments in education, gam-
ing, and combat simulation ac-
tivities, and by battlefield

visualization techniques. Interest in tactical deci-
sionmaking games, wargaming vignettes, and Ma-
rine Doom computer games reflects this bedrock
understanding. Such investments will yield lead-
ers who make informed judgments, act decisively,
and ensure that Operational Maneuver and JV 2010
are successfully executed.

From a Marine perspective, the key to this
capability lies more in doctrine and training than
in hardware and computer technology. JV 2010
suggests that information superiority is generated
by technology alone and underestimates the basic
contribution of trained and properly educated
leaders who have been immersed in tactical deci-
sionmaking environments over many years.

Full Spectrum Dominance
The ultimate objective of JV 2010 is a mili-

tary that can achieve “full spectrum dominance,”
an Army term for competence across the conflict
spectrum. The quest to be “preeminent in any
form of conflict” is stated but rarely addressed in
detail. By contrast, Operational Maneuver is not
limited to the high end or conventional side of
the conflict spectrum. Indeed, in a world where
war will be conducted in many different ways,
the very notion of conventional warfare is likely
to fall from use. For that reason the techniques in
Operational Maneuver must be applicable in situa-
tions ranging from humanitarian relief to a high-
stakes struggle against a rising superpower. Opera-
tional Maneuver is designed to meet the need for
engagement, crisis response, conflict prevention,
and fighting and defeating various threats.

JTF commanders can employ C3I capabilities
and the tactical mobility systems inherent in Op-
erational Maneuver to maneuver forces precisely
and decisively in peacekeeping, humanitarian,
counterterrorism, and sanction enforcement
tasks. The sea-based posture of the concept per-
mits “the freedom of action for our forces and
limits their vulnerability during combat and non-
combatant operations,” as called for in JV 2010.
Operational Maneuver also provides precision en-
gagement ranging from one well trained individ-
ual to an expeditionary force. Overall, Operational
Maneuver appears more applicable to gaining
“preeminence in any form of conflict.”

Operational Maneuver is a concept that is
largely compatible with the desired capabilities
sought in JV 2010. It provides commanders with
dominant maneuver and precision engagement
across the conflict spectrum and from the sea. Sea
basing provides additive force protection while
enhancing logistics and operational flexibility. In-
formation superiority as outlined in JV 2010 does
not do justice to C2 requirements as the Marines
define them, but it does pose the requirement for
offensive and defensive information warfare, an
emerging field which neither the Marine Corps
nor Operational Maneuver from the Sea have ad-
dressed explicitly.

Although the overall intent and content of 
JV 2010 are laudable, considerable work remains 
to validate and implement it. The devil is in the
details and creating a process that allows the joint
community to move from general concepts to con-
crete combat capabilities. The evolution will have
its challenges. Until they are addressed, bringing
JV 2010 to fruition will be an elusive goal.

JV 2010 makes a few references to high qual-
ity people, professional training, and the need for

Directing HMMWV 
off landing craft,
Kernel Blitz ’97.
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physical presence in the form of “boots on the
ground,” but it has a clear technological focus. We
must avoid the illusion of attempting to impose
certainty on the battlefield.8 Technology offers im-
provements in the speed and accuracy of human
decisionmaking, but it can’t eradicate the impact
of friction, fog, and chance in warfare. We know
that it can enhance both the ways and means of
fighting. But it can’t eliminate the myriad factors
that make war a distinctly human endeavor.

Another potential downside exists in what
some call “strategic monism”9—the reliance on a
single strategic approach. Diverse threats do not
allow us to only have hammers in our toolbox. If
you only have a hammer every problem looks
like a nail. JV 2010 seeks to integrate rather than
supplant strategic concepts and functional service
capabilities, but the dangers of strategic monism
are never far away.10 Time will reveal what sort of
toolbox JV 2010 creates: all hammers or a set of
reliable capabilities for a range of tasks.

Successful innovation requires institutional
processes to explore and to systematically test
and refine stated concepts or visions. Such empir-
ical processes and concepts are “literally a sine qua
non of successful military innovation in peace-
time.”11 Experimentation takes place in a climate
that tolerates diversity and debate. This is the best
breeding ground for substantive innovation and
is a solid defense against doctrinal and institu-
tional rigidity.

In a brief preface to JV 2010, General Sha-
likashvili said: “Our organizational climate must
reward critical thinking, foster the competition of
ideas, and reduce structural or cultural barriers to
innovation.” To prevent JV 2010 from becoming
a static fixation or procrustean bed that arbitrarily
hampers innovation, experimentation is needed.
Since its appearance, however, the Joint Staff has
yet to develop such a process.

JV 2010 will ultimately be evaluated by how
well it supports national objectives. To meet fu-
ture challenges, our strategic means must be far
more agile. We will increasingly require flexible
people and adaptive organizations to function in
fluid environments. Our national security strat-
egy calls for proactively shaping the international
environment, emphasizing relationships with
friends, allies, and coalition partners. JV 2010, on
the other hand, has a warfighting focus with
stress on the upper end of the conflict spectrum.
Implementing it literally would structure our
forces purely for warfighting rather than engage-
ment, presence, or crisis response. The Chairman

and CINCs will not let this happen, but the
dilemma must be resolved.

A joint vision should guide the Armed Forces
from rigid or single service solutions toward an
evolving, comprehensive framework to deal with
any and all challenges. Operating in such an at-
mosphere requires flexible, adaptive forces that
can reorganize and reorient rapidly in response to
new tasks and missions. JV 2010 must promote
adaptation and innovation. It must generate both
doctrine and forces to proactively shape the secu-
rity environment of the next century. Rather
than channeling it must advance innovation on a
wide front. We live in a period of uncertainty and
must be capable of operating and even thriving
in that medium. The sooner this reality is ac-
cepted, the sooner we can implement JV 2010
and really prepare for the future. JFQ
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